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Mr. SKEEN and Mr. ABERCROMBIE
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. FORD, REYES, THOMAS,
and ROSS changed their vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). The question is on engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MS. LOFGREN

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentlewoman opposed to the bill?

Ms. LOFGREN. I am, Mr. Speaker, in
its present form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:
Ms. LOFGREN moves to recommit the bill,

H.R. 2505, to the Committee on the Judiciary
with instructions to report the same back to
the House forthwith with the following
amendment: Page 4, after line 10, insert the
following subsection:

‘‘(e) EXEMPTION FOR MEDICAL TREAT-
MENTS.—Nothing in this section shall pro-
hibit the use of human somatic cell nuclear
transfer in connection with the development
or application of treatments designed to ad-
dress Parkinson’s disease, Alzheimer’s dis-
ease, diabetes, cancer, heart disease, spinal
cord injury, multiple sclerosis, severe burns,
or other diseases, disorders, or conditions,
provided that the product of such use is not
utilized to initiate a pregnancy and is not in-
tended to be utilized to initiate a pregnancy.
Nothing in this subsection shall exempt any
product from any applicable regulatory ap-
proval.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LOFGREN) is recognized
for 5 minutes in support of her motion.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as we close the debate
on this research issue, there were sev-
eral Members of the House in opposi-
tion to the Greenwood amendment who
said that we dare not allow for the pos-
sibility of research, there was a slip-
pery slope; that if we allowed research
to occur, inevitably there would be
those who would then go ahead and
clone a human being, which all of us
oppose.

I think that that is a fallacious argu-
ment. It is a defective argument, be-
cause what that argument says is peo-
ple will violate the law. Well, if that is
why we cannot stand up for research
today, if the worry is that if we allow
for research, that some will violate the
law that we passed prohibiting the
cloning of human beings, then we
would have to go and prohibit the sell-
ing of petri dishes and other scientific
equipment.

No, that is a defective argument. The
real issue is whether or not the House
of Representatives intends to allow
stem cell research, the somatic cell nu-
clear transfer technology.

We received in the Committee on the
Judiciary a letter from a person who is
the Director of the Ethics Institute,
the Chair of the Department of Reli-
gion at Dartmouth College. This person
was the founding director of the Office
of Genome Ethics at the NIH National
Human Genome Research Institute, a
past president of the Society of Chris-
tian Ethics, the largest association of
religious ethicists.

This is what he told us: ‘‘I wish to
draw your attention to the devastating
implications for medical science of
H.R. 2505. As written, the bill would
prohibit several research directions of
possibly great medical benefit. Nuclear
transfer for cell replacement would
permit us to produce immunologically
compatible cell lines for tissue repair.
There is no intention on the part of
those researching this technology to
clone a person. Using this technology,
a child suffering from diabetes could
receive a replacement set of insulin
producing cells. These would not be re-
jected by the child because they would
be produced via a nuclear transfer pro-
cedure from the child’s own body cells.
Neither would the implantation of
these cells require the use of dangerous
immuno-suppression drugs. Using this
same technology, paralyzed individuals
might receive a graft of nervous sys-
tem cells that would restore spinal
cord function. Burn victims could re-
ceive their own skin tissue back for
wound healing, and so on.’’

Dr. Green goes on to say, ‘‘As pres-
ently drafted, H.R. 2505 will shut down
this research in this country. This
would represent an unparalleled loss to
biomedical research, and for no good
reason. H.R. 2505, if it is passed in its
present form, the United States will
turn its back on thousands or millions
of sufferers of severe diseases. It will
become a research backwater in one of
science’s most promising areas.’’
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